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FIELD HEARING ON REAUTHORIZATION OF
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1985

FRIDAY, MAY 31, 1985

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
St. Louis, MO.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:06 a.m., at 101
Lopata Hall, Washington University, St. Louis, MO, Hon. William
D. Ford (chairman) presiding.

T Dtlllimbers present: Representatives Ford, Coleman, Goodling, and
auke.

Staff present: Thomas Wolanin, staff director; Kristin Gilbert,
clerk; John Jennings, Esquire, counsel; and Rose DiNapoli, minori-
ty legislative associate.

Mr. Forp. Good morning. I'm pleased to call to order, this field
hearing of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the
U.S. House of Representatives. Our hearing today will focus on rec-
ommendations and concerns with respect to the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act of 1965.

This is the sixth in what we expect to be a series of 10 field hear-
ings on this subject. Prior to today, the subcommittee has been in
Vermont, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, and New York. We have addi-
tional hearings, at this time, planned for Maine, Washington,
Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts.

The subcomittee will also hnld more than 20 hearings on s_ecific
subjects as a part of the reauthorization, in Washington, beginning
early in June.

The Higher Education Act is a primary source of Federal support
for students and higher education institutions. It must be reauthor-
ized or extended in this Congress. The largest and most important
programs contained in the Higher Education Act, provide grants,
loans, work opportunities, and special services, to students who
demonstrate a need for Federal help. In the coming school year,
more than $13 billion will be made available to students in grants,
loans, and work opportunities. Nearly half of the approximately 12
million students attending the 6,000 institutions of postsecondary
education in the United States will receive Federal assistance.

These Student Assistance Programs are the centerpiece of the
Higher Education Act. And they play a critical role in achieving
the Federal objective of equal educational opportunity. The Higher
Education Act also contains programs to assict college libraries,
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international education, and cooperative education, as well as the
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education.

I expect that the process of reauthorizing the Higher Education
Act is going to be long and complex. I hope, however, that we will
8 in reaffirming the Federal commitment to equal educaticn-
al opportunity and excelle e in higher education.

I'm particularly pleased 9 be here at the invitation of my good
friend and colleague on the Education and Labor Committee, %‘om
Coleman, who is the anking Republican member of this subcom-
mittee. Tom is one of the most knowledgeable people in the House
of Representatives on higher education programs, and one of the
most committed to making them work effectively.

Today, we will be pleased to hear from representatives of colleges
and universities, student aid administrators, TRIO administrators,
students, those involved in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program,
teachers and business leaders.

Before yielding to the other members of the subcommittee for
any opening comments they care to make, I want to make one
other observation. We operate under a very tough time constraint
this morning, in tryilﬁnto accommodate even the number of geople
who are here today. And we know that there are people who are
disappointed and wanted to testify, and we weren’t able to accom-
modate them on this schedule.

We'll hold the hearing record from today, open for a month and
if any of you in attendance today would like to offer testimony to
be added to the hearing, contemporaneous with today’s proceed-
ings, please submit it to us. We will be most happy to include that
in the record.

In addition to that, if you are moved by anything that anyone
else says here today, ard feel you would like to expand on it, or
respond to it, please forward that for the record, and we’ll be
kappy to include it. We want to make sure that anyone who has an
idea, any idea, thought, or concern, about this business we’re un-
dertaking, has an opportunity to express it in a way 8o that it
would come to the attention of the people who are going to be
making the decisions.

You don’t have to be a witness, sitting at this table up here, to do
that, and I wanted to stress that aspect of the way in which the
proceedings of these hearings will be put together.

Mr. CoLEMAN. Bill, thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I would like to welcome my colleague and you, to the campus of
Washington University. This campus holds a lot of fond memories
for me. It was here that I worked, I think rather diligently for 3
years to obtain my law d , and also met my wife, Marilyn, who
was an undergraduate student majoring in German.

I attended the law school of Washington University on a scholar-
ship, as well as Government sponsored student loan, so I under-
stand and deeply support these programs as you well know. And I
want to thank you, the members of the commi:tee, for coming to
St. Louis to hear the imput of local educators. I know how difficult
it is and the demands on everyones time. I believe that it is imor—
tant from a national standpoint to have this hearing here ay.

And a thank you to my two coll e8 on the committee, Bill
Goodling, from Pennsylvania, and Tom Tauke, from lowa, for
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giving up part of their very busy schedule to be here in St. Louis to
hear the testimony before us and to be part of this exchange today.

-, personally, think that the reauthorization of the Higher Educa-
tion Act is the most important piece of social legislation that the
99th Congress will consider. As Bill Ford said, thie is the sixth of a
series of hearings that we’re having to dea! with higher education.

In the coming months, we will have an unprecedented number of
hearings in Washington, where everybody in the higher education
community can be heard. This open hearing is a tribute ‘o the fact
that Bill Ford wants to provide everyone with the opportunity to
make their views known.

The impact of our deliberations, and the decisions of the s abcom-
mittee will be far reaching. Last year, over $6 billion was spent on
higher education, allowing millions of students to attend schools of
their choice. There are two objectives that I would like to look at in
reauthorization.

The first objective is, to improve the quality of the administra-
tion of 'l of the programs within the act with special emphasis on
the student financial aid programs. It is the Congress’ responsibilty
to ensure that the programs function well, equitably, and efficient-
ly. And to provide a Federal role which as the chairman men-
tioned, promotes improvement of our educational systems and is re-
sponsive to the changing needs of our changing society.

Second, we all must keep in mind the budget limitations that we
have placed on us today. I've answered questions for the news
media and explained that, really, higher education survived rather
well, in view of the House budget and the Senate budget resolu-
tions that’s been passed. This shows a recognition and consensus
that these are programs that we do not want to cut drastically, but
they may have to endure modest reductions or a freeze, as the case
might be.

There are some issues that I think should be raised, and I will
raise them, just very briefly here, and I hope that the people who
will testify before us today will comment on them. One of them is,
should the question of whether or not an individual student's
choice in selecting a college or university, be an expressed Federal
purpose of financial aid assistance.

Another one is, is our precent financial aid packaging policy bal-
anced appropriately. How can we bridge the gap between the grow-
ing educational cost that we see students and families facing, and
available student aid funds, keeping in mind that ava:iable student
aid is not rising as fast as college costs are rising.

Should we restrict the eligibility of families and individuals to
student aid because of certain income limitations. This is some-
thing the President has raised in his initial proposal. Should our
young people be expected to assume huge debt burdens in order to
pursue their academic goals? Should for-profit institutions partici-
gate, or be eligible to participate in our student aid programs?

hould any of the small categorical programs within the act be
eliminated in order to free up additional funds for student aid.

Each of these questions can be viewed from a variety of perspec-
tives, and each of thera deserves careful study. We have challeng-
ing issues before us. If our hearing today, is to be truly productive,
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::s will have to look toward putting the resources at hand, to the
t use.

Again, I want to thank my colleagues for coming to St. Louis,
and to this campus. It's my hope, as I've said privately to the chair-
man, and publicly, that we can produce a bipartisan bill. The
Higher Education Act has traditionally been written and reauthor-
ized on a bipartisan basis. There is no one in the Congress who
knows more about higher education and this act, than Bill Ford. I
consider it a privilege to work with him in the 1985-86 reauthoriza-
tion process.

{Prepared statement of Hon. E. Thomas Coleman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF HoN. E. THoMAS COLEMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 1N CONGRESS
FRroM THE STATE or MissoURI

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this o%portunity to welcome the Subcommittee
on Postsecondary Education to St. Louis and the campus of Washington University.
I thank Chairman William Ford for taking the time out of his busy schedule to
attend this field hearing and I thank my Republican collesgues, Representatives
Bill Goodling and Tom Tauke for joining us.

The reauthorization of the Higher Education Act will perhaps be the most impor-
tant piece of social legislation considered by the 99th Congress.

Today is the sixth day of hearings this Subcommittee has held to discuss the
Higher Education Act. In the coming months, hearings sucli as these will be held in
Washington and throughout the Nation to allow those concerned with higher educa-

‘on to make their views known.

The impact of our deliberations and decisions will be far reaching. Last year mil-
lions of students received a totel $6.3 billion in stuasnt ad. In addition, $1 billion
was authorized for programs that support institutional functions such as libraries,
graduate education, international education and endowment building.

I believe that we should be seeking two principle objectives through this impor-
tant reauthorization. First, we must strive to improve the quality and administra-
tion of all the programs within the Act, with special emphasis on student financial
aid programs. It is our responsibility to insure that the programs function equitably
and efficiently; provide a federal role which promotes improvement in our educa-
tional system; and, is responsive to the changing needs of our society.

Secondly, like all Americuns, we must keep in mind the budgetary limitations
placed upon us by the budget deficit and with that, our fiscal responsibilities. While
we all agree that the need fur adequate funding for education is necessary, we must
face the reality that federal resources are not limitless. I believe as do most e.0no-
mists, that failure to reduce the deficit jeopardizes our long-term economic h.
Both interest rates and the cost of living are likely to be adversely affi unlees
something is done. Our higher education programs, like all programs, must con.rib-
ute towards reducing the federal deicit.

As we reauthorize the Higher Education Act, we must work towards developing a
clear set of federal policies. Many critical decisions must be made on several policy
issues. For example:

(1) Is the element of an individual's choice in selecting a college or University an
expressed purpose of federal financiel assistance? And if g0, are public and private
institutions impacted in an equitable fashion?

@ 1Is otllropresent financial aid packaging policy of grants and loans balanced ap-
propriately?

3 Howdg’an we bridge the gap between growing educational costs and available
student aid?
lug) §hould we restrict eligibility for student aid programs on the basis of income

imita?

(5) Should our young people be expected to agsume huge debt burdens in order to
pursue their lemic goals?

(6) Should for-profit institutions be eligible participants in our student aid pro-

2

grams?
(7) Should some of the small, categorical programs within the Act, be eliminated
ir order to free up additional funds for student aid?
Each of these questions can be viewed from a variety of perspectives. Each of
these questions require careful study.
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The issues before us today are challenging ones. If our hearing today is to be truly
productive in helging the cause of higher lt;ﬁucation, we have to look toward putting
the resources at hand to the best use, more funding cannot be the only solution to
the challenges facing us.

Mr. Chairman, again I would like to thank you for giving Missourians the oppor-
tunity to make their views on these important issues known. It is my hope that we
can work er to rroduoe legislation that provides adequate federal support to
meet the difficult challenges facing higher education through the end of this decade
and the beginning of the next.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Tom. Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopuinG. Only to say that I'm happy to be here, and not
only that, I didn’t have a choice. As Tom would say, the gentleman
has to come. I've been sittingoside by side with him in the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee about 8 years. And he called the shots
and we carried it out, so I'm very happy to be here.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Tauke.

Mr. Tauke. I had never noticed that Bill Goodling was so pas-
sive. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a delight to be
here in Missouri, and to be here with Tom Coleman. As an Iowan
from up north, I, too, have many of the same interests that he has
here in Missouri, relating to the Higher Education Act.

So, I am pleased to be here to participate on the panel. It is not
only an indication of my interest, but also an indication of my re-
spect for Tom Cole .nan.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, gentleman. The first panel is the presi-
dent’s panel, consistingrof Father Thomas Fitzgerald, president of
St. Louis University; Dr. Henry Givens, president of Harris-Stowe
State Collelfe; Dr. Richard Greenfield, chancellor of St. Louis Com-
munity Co egg; and Richard Harvey, vice president of Patricia Ste-
vens (i\teer llege.

Mr. CoLeMAN. Mr. Chairman, all of the statements of today’s wit-
nesses are in the back of tae room so that anybody who might
want to pick them up may. Also it's my understanding that chan-
cellor of St. Louis Community College, Dr. Greenfield, is going to
be unable to be with us t;odaylis

I'd dlike to request that his testimony will be inserted in the
record.

Mr. Forn. Without objection, it is so ordered. And before the
panel begins, I'd like to call on Chancellor Danforth, who has also
{':)ined the panel this morning, and ask him to make any comment

e thinks appropriate at this time.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. DANFORTH, CHANCELLOR,
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, ST. LOUIS, MO

Chancellor DANroRTH. Mr. Chairman, I would first like to wel-
come you and members of the subcommittee to Washington Uni-
versity and to St. Louis. It's a ireat privilege to have you here. It's
a particular privilege to have the chairman on the campus, and, of
course, Mr. goodling and Mr. Tauke. And Tom Coleman is an old
friend, and an alumnus, as he has told you. One of our favorite
sons of Washington University, of whom we are very proud.

I agree, I think we all agree, that your work, the reautherization
of the Higher Education Act, reauthorization is the most vital
aspect of the necessary and continuing investment in the future of
the Nation. The evolution of the Higher Education Act, since 1965,
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has been notable, as has been stated, for its bipartisan support.
And we're vera:o ateful for that fact and congratulate the chair-
man and Mr. Coleman, and others, in their efforts to keep it that
way.

I also want to express appreciation for the way in which your
subcommittee is dealing with the Higher Education Reauthoriza-
tion. The system of hearings in the field, an opportunitg for those
of us who are interested to bestifly on specific parts of the bill, the
hearings m Washington, are all important to us. The fact that
you've asked the associations that represent us to come together
and lpresent their view, or for changes in statutory language by
April 30, was most helpful.

e effort to achieve consensus required a lot of work and soul
searching among the institutions, associations, advisers, student
groups, and so on. And I think the large degree of succes= reflected
in the American Council on Education proposals, to your subcom-
mittee, is impressive. Consensus doesn’t, of course, mean total
agreement by all the parties on every issue, but it should mean aa
understanding of common positions from which all parties are will-
ing to move forward.

e haven't yet total consensus on the Pell grants, and some re-
lated student aid issues, but I believe that we will achieve consen-
sus during the process of your review, and I'm committed to try
and work toward that consensus. We've made special efforts here
in Missouri. The public and private institutions have been under-
taking an effort in cocperation, which I believe will result in the
lo%-term betterment and support of higléer education in the State.

e are working closely together; we believe that the strengthen-
ing of the investment in higher education is not hel by efforts
to create discord among the different ufam of the higher education
community; we believe it's not helpful to pit sector against sector;
to engage in wholesale condemnation of university and college
management; to question the motives of students who are assisted;
or to confuse the potential of inatitutional endowments.

Our commitment is to use what resources we have to provide the
young people of this State and other States, as well, with the best
education we can. And we know that’s the kind of commitment you
all share. The style of this committee is a very important part of
the whole effsct to achieve consensus in the higher education com-
munity and I do appreciate that.

Last year, Mr. irman, I testified at the field hearing of this
subcommittee. And today, I would like to leave you with only a few
substantive remarks related to student aid. I believe the essential
framework of the student assistance p1ograms is sound. I urge that,
in the name of simplification, we not move toward the elimination
of the campus space programs, which provide essential flexibility
in the administration of student assistance.

I emphasize the necessity of strengthening the support of past-
baccalaureate students in graduate education programs. Proposals
from you, Mr. Chairman, and from Mr. Coleman, have ween most
welcome and I believe are complementary.

Finally, and most importantly, I urge additional programming
and funding efforts at the undergraduate and graduate level, to
bring qualified minority students into the mainstream of higher
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education. If we do not secure greater minority enrollments now,
the faculties and research programs in the future will not profit
from their participation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm glad you're here, and hope that
today’s session is useful to you.

[Prepared statement of William H. Danforth follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF WiLLIAM H. DaNrorTH, CHANCELLOR, WASHINGTON
UniversiTy, Sr. Louis, MO

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Coleman, Mr. Goodling, Mr. Tauke, I am delighted to welcome
the subcommittee to Washington University. It is especially good to greet the new
chairman, Congressman Ford. I am glad to meet Mr. Gooanag and Mr. Tauke. Tom
Coleman is an old friend, and, I am pleased to say, valued law alumnus of Washing-
ton University.

Your work—the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act—is a most vital
aspect of the necessary and continuing invesi ment in the future of this nation. The
evolution of the Higher Education Act since 1965 has been notable for its bi-partisan
support. That is perticularly true of the work of this subcommittee. I know, Mr.
Chairman, and Mr. Coleman, you wish to keep it that way.

The higher education community appreciates, too, the manner in which the sub-
committee is dealing with reauthorization: a system of hearings in the field, and
Washington hearings on specific titles nnd parts of the bill. Most importantly, your
request for the associations connected with higher education to prusent to you their
views for changes in statutory language by April 30 was most salutary. The effort to
achieve consensus required much work and soul-searching among institutions, asso-
ciations, student groups and advisors. The large degree of success reflected in the
American Council on Education proposals to your subcommittee is, I believe, im-
pressive. Consensus does not mean total agreement by all parties on all issues. It
should mean an understanding of .ommon positions from which all parties are will-
ing to move forward. Consensus has not yet been reached in Pell Grant and some
related student aid issues. I believe such a position will be reached during the proc-
ess of your review, and I shall try to assist in that result.

Here in Missouri the public and private institutions are undertaking an effort in
cooperation which will, I believe, result in the long-term betterment of the support
or higher education in the state. For we believe that the strengthening and continu-
ing of the investment in higher education is not helped by efforts at creating discord
among the different parts of the higher education community. It is not helpeful to
fit sector against sector, to engage in wholesale condemnation of university and col-
ege management, to question the motives of students who are assisted, or to con-
fuse the potential of institutional endowments. Our commitment is to use what re-
sources we have to provide Ameirican young people with the best education we can.
We know share this commitment.

The style of your subcommittee supports the spirit of concord which must attend
the reauthorization Cfmm

Last fmr, Mr. irman, I testified at a field hearing of this subcommiittee.
Today, I would leave you with only a few substantive remarks, related specifically
to student aid and graduate education.

I believe the essential framework of the student assistance programs is sound. I
urze that in the name of simplification we not move toward the elimination of the
campus-based programs which provide essential 1lexibility in the administration of
student assistance.

I emphasmize the necessity of strengthening the support of post baccalaureate stu-
dents and uate education programs. Proposals from you, Mr. Chairman, and
from you, Mr. Coleman, have been most welcome and are, I believe, complementary.

Finally, and most importantly, I urge additional programming and funding efforts
at the undergraduate and gmjuate levels to bring qualified minirity students into
the mainstreams of higher education. If we do not secure greater minority enroll-
ments now, the faculties and research programs of the future will not profit from
their participation.

Tt}_mnk you, Mr. Chairman. I'm glad you're here, and Lope your day’s work is
useful.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Chancellor Danforth. Father Fitzgerald.
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STATEMENT OF FATHER THOMAS R. FITZGERALD, PRESIDENT,
ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY, ST. LOUIS, MO

Father FizGerRALD. Thank you. I'm Tom Fitzgerald, president of
St. Louis University here. and perhaps I can also speak for Michi-
gan, because I'm a trustee of the University of Detroit.

St. Louis University is a comprehensive private institution of
about 10,000 students. It is a Catholic University, but it is governed
by an independent board of trustees that is self-perpetuating, that
is mostly lay, and includes persons of several religious persuasions.

To the question, how can Federal support best used to
strengthen your postsecon institution, my answer, unequivocal-
ly, is: b%]the continuance and improvement of thc student aid pro-
grams. We find that the very multiplicity of Federal and State pro-

ams, matched with our own institutional money, gives us the

exibility to respond to individual needs.

Our students come from every income group, and we have a
large minority representation. And, without these programs, most
of them simply could not go to college. A fellow graduate of my
high school, in Washington, DC, the Secretary of Education, has
tlimd some harsh things to say about the lifestyles of college stu-

ents.

He’s not talking about my students; most of them work par tir °
in the winter; full time in the summer, incur hea rson J i
debtedness, and have a default rate on repayment of‘% L loa s o1
only 3.9 percent.

I will not speak about the proposed compromise between the
publican leadership and the administration in the Senate, becaus
that seems to be a matter of history. But my text offers some dat;
which seem to demonstrate that there would have been no safeiy
ret for lower income students.

Looking to reauthorization, I would like to make three very brief
commen's about the guaranteed student loan, and one comment
about the Pell grants.

Generally speaking, I would express agreement with the propos-
als concerning student aid, forwarded to you by the American
Council on Education. And I thousht its proposals concerning guar-
anteed student loans would he particularly helpful, and I would
single out three details: raising loan limits; eliminating the 5 per-
cent origination fee; and reinstating loan consolidation provisions.

'I‘urninﬁ to the Pells, for years, the private colleges and the
public colleges, as you know, have skirmished with each other over
the “half-cost limitation” for Pell grants. While eeing, in gener-
al, with the ACE proposals for Pell grants, I would like to express
interest, also, in the compromise which has been very recently de-
veloped by NAICU, and has been presented to you in Washington.

There would be a two-part formula: First, half-cost formula
would be maintained for strictly educatioral costs, up to a maxi-
mum grant of $2,100; but, second, there would be a substantial al-
lowance to cover living expenses for all low-income students.

And I hope the educational committee will be able to come to-
gether on that compromise.

I would be tempted to speak at great length, but as one of the
firct opealzers, I'm going to set the example of brevity. Thank you.




[Prepared statement of Father Thomas R. Fitzgerald follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FaTHER THOMAS R. FrrzGERALD, PrESIDENT, ST. Louis
Umniversrty, 3r. Louis, MO

Members of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, thank you for this op-
portunity to testify. I am Fa.her Thomas Fitzgerald, president of Saint Louis Uni-
versity. Ours is a private university with undesgraduate and graduate programs, as
well as schools of Law, Medicine and Social Service. Enrollments total approximate-
ly 10,000. While the University is Catholic and Jeeuit, it is rned by an inde-
pendent, self-perpetuating board which is mostly lay and includes persons of several
religious persuasions. :

To the question—*how can Federal support best be used to strengthen your post-
secondary institution?'—my answer is unequivocal: by the continuance and im-
provement of student aid programs. The present federal and state progrars, supple-
mented at our University by almost $1 million annually of scholarships under-
pinned by the Uniwni:.{'s dowment and $2 miilion drawn from its General
Fund, give us the flexibility to respond to individual needs. Qur students at Saint
Louis University come from every ‘ncome group, and our minority population is
proportionately greater than that to be found on three of the four campuses of the
state university. A fellow graduate of my high school in Washi n, D.C., the Sec-
retary of Education, has had some harsh things to say about college students with
expensive life styles. ] don’t know where he went to college, but it was not here
where niost students work part-time in winter, fulltime in summer, incur heavy per-
gonal indebtedness, but have a default rate on repayment of NDSL loans of only

.9%.

in the Senate there was a proposed compromise between the Republican leader-
ship and the Administration. In particular the cost of attending college would have
been limited to $8,000. Since the compromise was rejected, I will not argue the
point, but am submitting in my written text figures developed by the research arm
of t..c National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities demonstra:
that there was no safety net but that students of all income levels would have sui-
fered. The figures cited are for students in the private colleges of the eleven Mid-
western states, extending from Indiana to North Dakota.

- T
Below $10,000 16,227 $1,691
$10,000 ty $20,000 . . 10,834 2005
$20,000 to $30,000 14,912 1,599
$30,000 to $40,000 11,899 1,686
$40,000 to $50,000 . 9,644 2433
Abcve $50,000 . 8,094 2033

As we look towards reauthorizstion, I would like to express general agreement
with the proposals concerning student financial aid submitted to you by the Ameri-
can Council on Education. Its proposals concerning Guaranteed Student Loans
would be particularly helpful, raising loan limits, eliminating the 5% origination
fee, and reinstating loan consolidation provisions.

For years the private colleges and the public colieges have skirmished with each
other over the “‘half-cost limitation” for Pell Grants. While agreeing in general with
the ACE proposals for Pell Grants, I would like to express interest also in the com-
promise which has been developed by NAICU and has been presented to you. There
would be a two-part formula: (1) maintaining the half-cost formula for strictly edu-
cational costs up to 8 maximum of $2,100, and (2) granting a substantial allowance
to cover living expenses for all low-income students.

Thank you for permitting me to testify.

Mr. Forp. Dr. Givens.

Dr. Givens. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Coleman——

Mr. Forp. Excuse me just a moment. Without objection, the pre-
pared testimony of each of the witnesses who will appear, will
appear in the record immediately preceding the point in the recoru
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where they begin their comments, so that you may p ‘oceed know-
ing that that text precedes what you're going to say.

Excuse me for interrupting you.

[Prepared statement of Dr. Henry Givens follows:]

PrePARED STATEMENT OF HENRY GIVENS, JR , PRESIDENT, HARRIS-STOWE STATE
[y
COLLEGE

My name is Henry Givens, Jr. I am President of Harris-Stowe State College,
which is a member of the Missouri System of Public Higher Education. Although I
am President of an urban college, I am also wearing two other hats as an official of
two other national organizations. I am a member of the Board of Directors of the
American Association of State Colleges and Universities, better known as AASCU 1
am also a member of the Board of Directors of the National Assocation for Equal
Opportunity, better known as NAFEO. This latter Association is a consortium of
141 historically and predominantly hlack colleges and universities throughout the
nation. Both of these Aseociations have their home offices in Washi gton, DC.
Thus, while I do not presume to speak officially for chese two other important orga-
nizations, I am acquainted with some of their views and concerns regarding the pro-
posed reauthorization of the higher education act and the impact of that reorganiza-
tion on the colleges and universities of this nation.

I am deepéy grateful for this oppc.tunity to appear before the Subcommittee at its
hearing in St. Louis on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. In my
view, the Subcommittee is to be greatly commended for its willirness to take so
important a matter before interested groups throughout the nation for the purpose
of giving these groups an opportunity to share with the Subcommi.tee their ideas
and suggestiors on pending legislation affecting higher education. As the President
of a small college with over 127 years of experience in teacher education, I believe
that I might be able to provide a few ideas rud segestions which the Subcommittee
will find useful.

Toward that end, and if I may be permitted to do so I should like to limiv my
brief remarks to comments, observations, and recommendations relative to just a
few of the titles of the Higher Education Act. These few titles are three in number:
(1) Title IIL, which deals with Institutional Aid; (2) Tutie IV, which provides Student
Financial Aid 1n various forms, and (3) Tit'e V, which provides funding for Teacher
Corps and Teaching Training Programs

ON TTTLE III

Let me begin with Title IlI—Institutional Aid F rst, I should hke to make it
abundantly clear that I strongly support and endorse the following recommenda-
tions that have been drawn up by the Title III Task Force after a very careful and
in-depth review of the proposed reauthorization This Task Force included repre-
sent atives from the following importart Organizations: (1) the American Association
of Community and Junior Colleges, (2) the National Association for Equal Opportu-
mty in Higher Education, (3) the National Assocation of Colleges and University
Business Offices, (4) ACCU, (5) the National Association of State Usaversities anv
Land Grant Colleges, (6) NAICU, (7) the American Council or. Education, (8) the
American Association of State Colleges and Universities, and () the Ameriran Asso-
ciation of Uriversity Professors

The General Recommendation of the Title {ll Task Force

That Title III iunds be targeted on a litnited number and primarily to those insti-
tutions of higher education that serve large numbers of minority and low-income
students at the undergraduate level, and whose Title III progrums demonstrate
clearly that they are offering high quality educational opportunities, provided these
institutions have limited financial resources.

This peneral principle seems to make good sense in what it would provide the best
possible use of limited feders inds.

Specific Recommendations of the Title III Task Force

1. That Part A of Title 1II, which sreaks to Strengthening Institutions, be revised
with ihe aim of resolving real difficulties related to institutional eligibility for Title
111 funds. 1 agree strongly with the recommandation that the institutional eligibiht;
cniteria place greater emphasis on such institutional financial problems as (a) low
faculty salaries, ‘b) low library expenditures, (c) iittle or no endowments, (d) large

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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numbers of students rece.ving federal and state assistance, (e) hittle or no foundation
support, and (1) hittle or no sponsored faculty research

2 1 greatly applaus and strongly recommend the Task Force's recommendation
that Part B of Title L., be entirely rewntten, and given a new name, possibly this
one “The Black College and University Act” However, I would somewhat modify
the Task Force's definition of such 1nstitutions to inciude those colleges and univer
sities—regardless of their year of founding—that have enrollments which are cur-
rently predominantly black I strongly endorse the Task Force's recommended
targe. activities that should be funded under the proposed new Part B These activi-
ties include

(a) the purchase or leasing of laboratory equipment,

{b) the construction, maintenance, or rehabilitation of classrooms, libraries, and
laboratory facihities,

(¢) the development of currictla and programs in academic areas 1n which black
Americans are eiiher absent or under-represented, and

(d) the purchase of libraryv materials as well as learning assistance materials and
equipment

3 1 would urge also serious consideration of the Task Force's recommendation
that Title III grants be basei on the number of FTE Pell Grant recipients in attend-
ance at the institution during the school year immediately preceding the enactment
of the prepased law Finally, I urge that the Secretary of Education be permitted to
warve student =1d eligibihty requirements under Title III in order to approve other-
wise ineligible institutions whose support wou'd be definitely in keeping with Title
III objectives.

4 Additionally, 1 would hope that the Subcommittee will seriously consider the
following observations and recommendations which I wouid add to those of the Title
IiI Task Force

(a) I believe that the originally-stated purposes for grants made under Parts A
and B include goals that are not necessarily related, yet it 1s my understanding that
these goals collectively become the main critena by which proposals for Tit.c III
funds are evaluated and rated Perhaps an cxample of what I mean might prove
helpful It will be noted that in Part A of this title. the three goals which grants
under this part are designed to achieve are (i) improving the academic quality of an
institutzon, and (in) 1mproving the institution’s fiscal stability Nonc of these highl
desirable goals necessanly depends on the other Hence—in my judgment—their col-
lective use in determiring whether or not a given proposal 1s to be funded has the
net effect of ehminatig many a worthy and needy institution simply because its
proposed program does not meet all three of these not nacessan'y related goals To
me, this is & real distortion of the intent and purposes of che Act

{(b) Finally, I am greatly concerned that institutional planning, as an end 1in 1tself,
has become the primary criterion upon which proposals for funding under title III
are funded I wouid point out that while there 18 always room for contiriued institu-
tional planning for improvement in institutional programs and facilities, 1t 18 not 8o
much additional planning that many colleges such as ours need as 1t 18 increased
opcrating funds to enable them to more effectively implement many of the plans
they have already made

ON TITLE IV

Now, a few cbservations and recommendations for the 1mprovement of Title IV—
Student Assistance Programs

For years of Federally funded Student Aid Programs, the underlying philosophy
has been tc provide access for all students to post-secordary educational programs
that give real promige of meeting their individual needs and are clearly relevant to
their caree; goas That philosophy, whether still considered by some to be signifi-
cant or not, 15 st.ll——n my vicw—a vahd one It is evident that the proposed reau-
thorization of Higher Education Act and the Admimstration’s proposed budget will
no longer adequately support that very sound imtial philosophical approach The in-
evitable resutls listed below seem to support this unhappy conclusion

1 The President’s proposed budget will reduce the higher education choices of mi-
nority and low-ir come ctudents by ehminating for many the opportunmity to attend
smal] private colleges which, because of their own hinited institutional funds, can
not provide the needed financial aid to make up the cut-backs 1n Federal assistance

9 The expectation that the proposed cuts 1n student financial axd can and will be
made up by state funding 18 neither reahstic nor likely to be realized because (a)
the proposed budget will also cut or eliminate the State Student Incentive Grant
Program and (b) state revenues across the nation are generally at a low level, and
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the inclination of the states to raise these levels through additional taxes 1s almost
non-existent

3 Elimmating or drastically reducing the State Student Incentive Grant Program
will virtually wipe out state grant-programs-——programs that 1n Missour1 have assist-
ed students in attending higher cost nstitutions, and have increased significantly
student access to higher education institutions of their choice. There have been ef-
forts of some states, including Missour:, to provide additional funds for this program
to increase support for students attending low-cost institutions Funds for this pur-
pese are greatly needed and long overdue!

4 Requiring that $800 of college costs be provided by students through self-help
funds places an increased hardship on low-income students and further reduces
their opportunity for post-secondary education Such a requirement may, indeed,
eliminate entirely their chances for a college education A system for dentifying
real financial need is greatly desired in order for colleges and universities to more
accurately meet the needs of students Arbitrary cuts in student financial aid can,
n fact elimiate svpport where 1t is actually greatly needed.

5 The Guaran Student Loan Program, although perhaps not the most attrac-
tive student aid program, is needed by many students-—including the middle-class—
and particularly middle<lass blacks—to supplement other financial assistance at
neerly all institutions Curtailment of this rogram will undoubtedly decrease the
accessibility of post-secondary education to tﬁese studeats Students borrowing from
the GSL Program may, indeed, incur a large loan debt before graduating from col-
lege and find that fund repayment 1s extremely difficult Such indebtedness might
be avoided through more emphasis on grant and employment programs. Moreover,
sin2< this program is a major source of support for many private colleges and uni-
versities, 1ts reduction in funding will c]earr; cause serious structural damage and
real fiscal problems for large numbers of independent institutions of higher educa-
tion, many of which are black, either histonically or by reason of recent enrollment
patterns.

6. The proposed $4,000 CAP on the total axd which any student could receive fron
all federal programs will, accurding to the American Council of Education, reduc:
awards by an average of $1,200 for some 430,000 undergraduates half of whom have
family incomes below $12,000! It 1s estimated that 60% of those affected would be
needy students who are attending independent institutions—many of which are
black The average financial aid loss for these students would approach $1,400! An
estimated 200,000 graduate students would be adversely affectetf by this cap. They
constitute about %3 of the federally-assisted graduate student population of whom %
are presently attending independent institutions The effect of these cuts on our na-
t- .'s graduate schools will be near disastrous'

« Placing a limit of $4,000 on financial aid received 15 likely to reduce the accessi-
bility to high cost and prestigious institutions for minority and poverty students
Tuition and fees for such instituticns would easily exceed the $4,000 limit by more
than double!

8 The Guaranteed Student Loan Program was originally designed to accorimo-
date the middle-income student Restrictions based on $32,500 maximum income
may also place the program outside the reach of that targeted segment of the stu-
dent population.

To offset these dire resul‘s, I would offer the following general reconimendations

1. Increase the funding levels of grant and employment programs Such increases
are necessary because the coet of higher education across the nation is rising yearly
at a significant rate, while family incomes are not Increasing at anywhere near the
same rate Hence, more, rather than less, stude.it financial aid is needed if we are
to avoid several severely outcomes among which the following should be cited (a)
increased loan indebtedness on the part of students who can least afford such debts
against their future earnings and (g) the drastic reduction of accessibility to these
students of any but low-cost institutions of higher education—a trend that will even-
tuajly promote ehitism ir. America To increase the targeting of Supplemental Edu-
cational Opportunity Grants to that population for which 1t was originally intended,
1t may be necessary to return to the concept of reserving the SEOG rogram to
those students demonstrating the 1nost need.

2. Since existing financial aid programs have developed ar.d emerged over several
years, very possibly, reallocation and reorgamzmg of such programs 1s strongly
needed However, whatever reorganization does, indeed, occur, the result mv<: not
remove truly needy students from financial need consrderation and fundimy

3 Institutions of lugher education probably must assume a larger ,ole in meeting
the guidelines and regulations of the various aid programs, an n 1dentifying those
truly eligible students
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ON TITLE V

Now, if I may, I should like to offer a few suggestions for Taitle V—Teacher Corps
and Teacher Traiming Programs. Perhaps the very title should be changed to “Pro-
fessional Development” As I see 1it, it was very probably a mistake to eliminate al-
together the Teacher Corps as one of the teacher education programs funded under
this title I beheve strongly that there is a real and urgent need for a Teacher Corps
that is aimed—not so much at bringing persons from other professions or who are
otherwise unemployed into teaching—as at an up-grading and improvement of
teachers who are already serving in our nation’s classrooms. The new Teache:
Corps Progam should become a program of extensive anl innovative 1n-service op-
portunities for teachers in the field!

Similarly, perhaps the ehmination of the Teacher Center was also a serious ms-
take 1 would urge that serious consideration be given to re-establishing this pro-
gram, but this time that funding of such centers be made through accredited teach-
er education institutions, rather than through LEA’s After all, teacher education
nstitutions are in the business of developing teachers—not just educational curricu-
la What more logical place, then, is there than these institutions as the place for
Teacher Centers—now functioning as places for the on-going, up-grading and im-
provement of teachers in our nation’s classrooms.

There 18 an equally urgent national need that somehow and very soon must be
addressed by Title V. I am referring now to the almost desperate need for this
nation to turn the tide relative to the current flow of the academically ill-prcpared
and poorly motivated into the profession of teaching I submit that the current Carl
D. Perkins Scholarship Program under Title V probably should be expanded to in-
clude provisions for funding teacher education scholarships, not only for the aca-
demically talented high school graduate, but also for the solid average and the
slightly above-average graduate—persons who have clearly demonstrated good study
skills, sound academic achievement and have given evidence of a strong and endur-
ing 1nterest 1n teaching. It is this academically solid and numerically large group of
average and above average students that offers real hope and an even greater possi-
bility for a significant 1mprovement 1n our teaching force. The ultra bright students
are too few in number and perhaps generally less-inclined to see teaching as a chal-
lenge to their abilities and interests for the nation to rely solely on them as a means
of up-grading teaching and the teaching profession.

I respectfully invite the Subcommittee's attention to the suggestions sent to it by
the nation’s higher education community for the improvement f teacher education
The suggestions set forth by that group in great detail igentify various ways by
which Title V of the Higher Education Act might be improved for more =ficuve
teacher development throughout this nation I am particular)y .inpressed by this
group's suggestions for grants made directly to schocl, ot teacher education for some
nine different kinds of teacher educati~n programs and for grants to enable shool
districts of higher educatior ‘v enter into joint projects in the improveraent of
teaching and learring there is an urgent need also for Title V support, for pro-
grams desigued to improve the quality of teacher educatic'—programs which will
ersare teacher excenence in the%iberal acts, the sciences, and 1n mathematics : er-
haps the time had come for us to see teacher education as a five-year experence
based on a strong liberal arts foundation

I respectfully ask that the members of the Subcommittee g1ve serious thought to
these and other suggestions brought before 1t for improving the three Titles which 1
have addressed 1n these brief remarks I know that many of the observations and
recommendations that | have suggested are similar to those offered by others for
improvement 1n the nation’s higher education area

ON THE IMPACT ON HARRIS-STOWE STATE COLLEGE

So far, I he ve spoken verﬁ briefly on the concerns which I have relative to the
three titles of the current Higher Education Act that seem most germane to the
mission and needs of many teacher education institutiors and to n.any other col-
leges with large black enrollments I have also offered or called attention to a few
recommendations which I sincerely believe would sigmficantly improve these three
titles Now, if I may, I should like to say a few words about two other matters of
real importance to my college, :n particular, and othera serving similar student pop-
ulations the first 18 how federal support under one or more of these and other titles
could best be used to strengthen Harris-Stowe State College and the second 1s rela-
tive to the impact which thie proposed modifications 1n Student Aid programs 18
hikely to have on my campus
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Harns-Stowe State College needs federal funds, 1n addition to tho=e appropiiated
by the State of Missour: and generated through our low, but rapidly increasing tui-
tion fees, to more effectively carry out our college mission and sigmficantly meet
the specific needs of our students. I repeat, we need federal funds t¢ support our
various operations We would use such funds in several important ways—first, to
hire more faculty 1n such crucial areas as mathematics, chemistry, geography, com-
puter science, history, and foreign languages, to name a few, and to improve our
facilty and staff salaries. At present, we are able to meet our instructional needs in
these and other areas largely through the use of part-time faculty and teaching ad- .
ministrators. We know that this practice is not the best—either for our continued
accreditation or for meeting the best interests and needs of our students A second
important use to which additional fede~ .} funds would be put is the development of
a strong language laboratory and the completion of already existing plans for a full
academic assistance center. Such a center, well-equipped with self-teaching maten-
als and well-staffed with highly effective assistants, is a must for those students who
are entering college with some academic deficits. Still another use to which federal
funds would be put is the expansion of the support staff for our faculty and adminis-
tration We believe that our entire instructional and management efforts could be
greatly strengthened just by the addition of more support staff.

We have a great nced to expand our computer science instructional laboratory
center in both hardwi..re and software. The teacher of the future simply must be
computer hiterate We are convinced that—in spite of the trend to the contrary—a
truly effective teacher education institution should have a laboratory school well-
>quipped to provide observation stations, video-taping and critiquing of practice
eaching, and other facilities for innovative instruction in student teaching and
management. We could well use federal funds to establish such a school. In addi-
tion, we need additional funds—federal and other—to purchase instructional and
learning equipment and aids of all kinds Qur audio-visual equipment and materials
neea vo-dating greatly.

Finally, we nzod money in the form of incentive scholarships to attract the aca-
€+milaily prepared students to teaching as a profession We are strongly convinced
that a s:gnificant activity of all instructions of highe: learning 1s faculty develop-
r:ent and the advancement of knowledge through research More funds are greatly
needed for this purpose

As for the impact that the proposed modifications 1n the student aid program are
likely to have on our campus, I can point immediately to the fact that upwards of
75% of our students must receive such aid if they are to continue their pursuit of
higher education and productive careers Many of these students are themselves
heads of families with children for whom they must provide. This fact means that
for many of our students, wkie the financial aid received through Pell Grants can
and does presently cover tne cost of tuition and books at this College, the projected
financial aid himits w.il provide littie else, leaving many of these students unable to
attend college without greatly sacrificing the welfare of their children. Also, with
each passing year, the College, because of rising onerating costs and understandable
requirements of the State (our largest source of funds), must increase its tuition
fees These inescapable increases 1n tuition take more and more of the students’ Pell
Grant funds, leaving them 1n increasing numbers even more unable to meet paren-
tal obhigations as heads of families. The net result 15 that they must drop out of
school or take on full-time jobs while attempting to go to college, resulting in divid-
ed energy concentration and poorer grades

A WORD OF APPRECIATION -

Again, my sincere and deep appreciation for the opportanity you have given me
to speak on these important matters and my abiding hope that from these hearings
will come ideas and suggestions that will lead to a more effective Higher Education
Act as our nation faces a crucial period 1n -ts history—one that might well have its .
only true solution in a more productive system of higher education throughout the
land
Thank you
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STATEMENT OF DR. HENRY GIVENS, PRESIDENT OF HARRIS-
STOWE STATE COLLEGE, ST. LOUIS, MO, ACCOMPANIED BY DR.
GEORGZ HARREN, VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AND AD-
MINISTRATIVE AFFAIRS; DR. RONALD DIEDRICHS, VICE PRESI-
DENT FOR STUDENT AFFAIRS; AND STAN DOWLEN, VICE
PRESIDENT FOR BUSINESS AND FINANCIAL AFFAIRS

Dr. Givens. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Coleman, members of
the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, ladies and
gentiemen, thank you for the opportunity to address this important
subcommittee.

My name is Henry Givens, Jr., I am president of Harris-Stowe
State College which is located in the city of St. Louis, and it has
the distinction of being the newest member of the Missouri system
of public higher education.

In addition, it is a predominately black college. Accompanying
me are Dr. George Harren, vice president for academic and admin-
istrative affairs; Dr. Ronald Diedrichs, vice president for student af-
fairs, and Mr. Stan Dowlen, vice president for business and finan-
cial affairs. And these gentlemen might sssist in any questioning
that you might have of the college.

Harris-Stowe is a professional teacher educatior institution
which, over the past 127 years, has been in the business of produc-
ing outstanding elementary school teachers, and is now producing
a nlew education professional, the nonteaching urban education spe-
cialist.

In a sense, today, | am wearing several hats. In addition to serv-
ing as president of an urban college, I am currently serving as a
member of the board of directors of the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities better known as AASCU, as wsell as
a member of the board of directors of the National Association for
Equal Opportunity better known as NAFEO.

NAFEO is a consortium of 141 historically and predominantly
black co.ieges and universities throughout the Nation. Both of
these Associations are based in Washington, DC.

Within my allotted period of 5 minutes, I will have time only to
briefly state some major points regarding my position and that of
Harris-Stowe State College relative to the matter before the sub-
committee. However a full text of my presentation has been sub-
mitted to members of the subcommittee.

I would preface my remarks with the reminder that as a presi-
dent of an institution of higher learning that is primarily a teacher
education college, I am greatly concerned with three titles of the
Act now under consideration for reauthoriza.ion. There three titles
are title III, title IV, and title V.

Briefly, then, here is our position. Concerning one relative to
tit'e I1I which &s you well know deals with providing financial as-
sistance to developing and strengthening the instilutions. I would
strongly ~ecommend the following for your careful serious consider-
ation.

That title III funds be given special consideration. That title III
funds be given special consideration to those undergraduate institu-
tions of higher education that have large enrollments of minority

20




16

low income students, and which offer demonstrated high quality
programs.

Two, that institutionally, eligibility criveria place much greater
emphasiz on institutional financial need as evidenced in low en-
dowments and insufficient funds from state apprepriations or tui-
tion income.

Three, that the Black College and University Act be modified in
such a way as to include all institutions which have Predominantly
black enrollments recardless of whether or not they are historical-
ly black institutions.

Four, that an important basis for rating application institutions
for title III grants meet their operational needs as well as their
needs for developmental planning.

The concern relative 4o title IV, which again as you well know
deals with student financial assistance programs made availabie
through participating institutions of higher education. I would urge
one, that the subcommittee give careful thought to the potential
negative impact which the administration’s proposed budget cuts
would have on higher education opportunities for minority and low
income youth throughout the whole United States.

Under the proposed cuts, many thousands upon thousands of
such youth could possibly be eliminated from access to higher edu-
cation. In my written testimony which, of course, is much more in
depth than these brief remarks, I have tried to highlight in greater
detail how these cuts will adversely affect minority and low ircome
youth opportunities under the various componenis of this title.

Two, that there be an increase rather than a decrease in the
funding level of student grant and employment programs. And
three, that there be a reallocation and reorganization of these pro-
grams in such a way and to such an extent that no truly needy
student is cut off from higher education opportunities in this
nation.

Concern three relative to title V which deals with teacher educa-
tion, 1 urge the following. That the old Teacher Corps be reinstat-
ed. But at this time that its mission be changed, so that it becomes
the instrument through which vitally needed inservice training op-
portunities are made available to classroom teachers all across the
Nation.

Two, that the old Teacher Center Program be reinstated also.
But this time that these centers be located on campuses of teacher
education institutions rather than in local education agencies.

Three, that the scholarship program under title V be greatly ex-
panded to include teacher education scholarships for the solid aver-
age and slightly above average students who have demonstrated a
strong interest in teaching as a career.

I would point out that while it is most desirable that we attract
the teachers who are the most academically talented, that realism
should force us to recognize that given the present level of attracti-
veness to teaching that we cannot seriously think that large num-
bers of the intellectually gifted students are going to chouse teach-
ing for their life’s work.

The real potential for good, solid, competent teachers to staff the
Nation’s classrooms are the many, many solid average and slightly
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above average students who want to teach, and would find it at-
tractive to go into teaching if given financial assistance.

Concern for which may be personal as to my own coliege, let me
point out in the strongest terms possible that we need greatly addi-
tional funding to strengthen us in our endeavurs to meet a crisis of
teacher shortage that will be upon the Nation in the late 1980’s or
the eariy 1990’s. Ours is a solid, well-established institution that
has specialized for well over a century, a century and a quarter, in
developing strong classroom teachers. We are specialists In this
area, and want to do the best job we need more to significantly en-
large our faculty in such crucial areas as science, mathematics, for-
eign languages, and computer science. Since we accept some stu-
dents who need academic assistance, we need to provide 5 first-
class educational development center which has the latest in eguip-
ment, software, and highly competent academic assistance.

If there ever was an institution who has the potential for helping
our State and the Nation to successfully meet an impending crisis
in education and at the same time render invaluable assistance to
minority and other low-‘ncome students, that institution is Harris-
Stowe State College.

But we need the kind of Federal assistance provided through the
Higher Education Act to successfully meet this chalienge. In addi-
tion, we would benefit greatly as would our mission if we had .n-
centives of teacher education scholarships. We are convinced that
this college could well be a vital factor in turning the growing dan-
gerous tide in our country of fewer and fewer competent persons
the field of teacher.

We ask then that this subcommittee help us in this truly worthy
effort. I should like to express again my sincere appreciation and
deep appreciation for the opportunity that has been giver. to me
today to say a few words about a truly vital issue. Thank you.

Mr. Forp. Thank you. Mr. Harvey.

[Prepared statement of Richard Iy Harvey follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF RicHARD R. Harvey, Executive DIRECTOR, CORPORATE Stc-
RETARY, PATRICIA STEVENS CAREER CoLLEGE, St. Louis, MO; aArp CHAIRMAN, RE-
sEARCH COMMITTEE, ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS

Mr Chairman. Members of the Committee. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
before the Committee this morning regarding important issues inv~lved in reauthor-
1zation of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended. We a&preciate each of you
taking your very valuable time to hu:ar our suggestions on the Higher Education Act
Reauthorization. 1 am particularly pleased that I have the opportunity to meet with
the esteemed Chairman of the Subcommittee and an outstanding member of the
Missouri delegation. Mr. Ford’s excellent reputation in the education area precedes
him and Mr. Coleman’s reputation as an effective representative of the show-me
state is well known. Certainly, programs authorized by the Act impact almost all
postsecondary institutions throughout the country.

1 am Richard R. Harvey, Executive Director of the Patricia Stevens Career Col-
lege in St Louis. 1 also serve as Chairman of the Research Committee of the Asso-
ciation of Independent Colleges and Schools (AICS)

The Association of Independent Colleges and Schools was founded in 1912 and
now has a membership of 613 diverse business schools and colleges and another 337
branch cempuses. Our institutions range from business or specialized schools offer-
ing training of up to one year in length, to junior and senior co(l)lgges offering recog-
nized associate and baccalaureate degrees. Approximately 575, students are en-
rol.ed in ti.ese institutions representing a broad range of income and racial back-
grounds. Approximately 90% of AICS-accredited institutions are tax-paying business
corporations; all of the institutions are non-public. In common with all non-public
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institutions, they are either entirely or primarily tuition-dependent for operating
revenues.

In addition to those institutions accredited by the Accrediting Commussion of the
Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, there are also more than 2,000 ad-
ditional private vocational institutions accredited by national accrediting agencies
recognized l?' the Secretary of Education. These institutions serve over 1.1 million
students and the students are eligible for federal student financial assistance. Ac-
cording to the National Center for Education Statistics, proprietary institutions
enroll three of every four vocational education students These institutions are free
to respond to market needs, starting new programs where need is evident and dis-
continuing prog rams when the need no longer exists.

What follows initially, is a specific overview of the issues which concern our insti-
tution most iv. reauthorization.

Patricia Stevens Career College is a private proprietary instituticn, accredited by
the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools. The primary objective of the
College is to provide alternative, career-oriented education to young women seeking
opportunities not stipulating a traditional college degree for entry into the field in
question. Concentration is on, therefore, job-oriented training enabling the student
to realize her objectives within 12 months. Specific courses of instruction include
Merchandising, Interior Decorating, Customer Services/Business. Customer Service/
Travel/Saebre Operations, and Secretarial/Computer Operations/Word Processing.
These objectives when compared with current trends in the American economy are
realistic in that the:

a. Majority of positions available are service-oriented.

b. Majority of ogportunitiw available or becoming available require less than a
traditional 4 year degree.

Our source of Federal support is the student aid programs. Over 50% of our stu-
dents (Patricia Stevens Career College, St. Louis, MO hereafter: PSCC) participate
in the various GSL programs, another 20% in the Pell Grant Program. (Note: Stu-
dent population is limited to 200 students of which 70% are recent high school grad-
uates, 30% college transfers). Without these programs, at least at the current level
of funding, many of our students could not obtain an education. AICS institutions
other than PSCC maintain icipation in the above programs at even higher per-
centages and many include L and SEQG involvement as well.

The most significant im on our institution with proposed r odifications to stu-
dent aid programs would be the aid cap of $4000, the 25% cut in the special allow-
ance aid to lenders, a cap at 12% on the interest rate paid on new loans to lenders
and mandatory multiple disbursement on all loans.

With the cost of attendance at our institution, the maximum amount of financial
aid that our students qualify for at the present time does not meet one haif of that
cost. Therefore a cap of MOKO would put an added burden on those students who do
q}:alilf hf(;r the maximum awards. These students can only afford a certain amount
of self-help.

The GSL loan program provides the majority of financial aid to our institution.
This program needs to be supported as it is not a give away source of financial aid
and encourages students to accept the responsibility that comes with the pay back.
Therefore, banks should continue to be given the incentive to participate in the stu-
dent loan am. The above changes would provide more paperwork and less
return to the lender. It is well known that any time the loan programs provide a
lesser return to the bank or guarantor, the most like.; candidate for elimination is
the vocational student who borrows a smaller amount of money for a relatively
short period of time. Such loans are more costly to administer than larger loans and
banks tend to resist them.

The ultimate spinoff effect quickly becomes obvious. Business increasingly de-
mands applicants with specialized training, federal aid programs force banks to
eliminate loans to specialized trainees, no trainees = a shortuge of applicants = a
withering labor force = a declining economy = a declining tax base = greater def:-
cits!

An additional concern relates to the current difficulties facing the agricultural
community and the potential effects of aid proposals on institutions traditionally
suppored by students from rural communities. It is difficult enough now for the
farm family to qualify for Pell Granis because of the value of iand assete in deter-
mining eligibility. The proposed levels of eligibility and the lending proposals will
serve to make educational ogportunitiea even more unattainable for this group.

We are concerned sbout the deficit problem and are willing to share in an equita-
ble approach to solving the problem. A FAIR resolution is all that is sought.

23

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




19

As the legislative branch ponders Re: uthorization, hopefully the following recom-
mendations wond be considered:

a. If current programs are continued or if consolidation of current Title IV occurs,
resrt;}itmg in one loan/one ~rant and one work program, that the following be as-
sured:

1. Access to GSL's is assured for all eligible students

2. Maximum be increased to $3500 and thereafter be based on some inflation ind:-
cator

L] 3. Grace period on repayment extended t» 9 months

4. Funds eliminated as a result of consolidation be channeled into the remaining
programs and not into the U.S. ’I‘rea;gg

5. Pell Grant level be raised to $ also subject to some inflationary indicat. -

6. Access to the Plus Loan for all eligible students, with funds available up to

4 $4000 annually and with a deferred ent option for the indeperdent student

7. A corpromise AGI cap of $60,

b. Other alternatives could include “hitch-hiking” on current tax reform propos-
als, including consolidation of programs into one loan/one grar i program, charted

as follows:

Prograr: Wl [~ Pell Fs
Level 1 $0-$10,000 (and independent) $3,500 $2,500 $4,000
Levet 2 $10-$25.000 3,500 2,500 4,000
Lewl 3 26-$40,000 . 3,500 1,500 4,000
Level 4 $46-360,000 .o 3500 . . . 4,000
Level § $61000+ . . . . . 4,000

The above table is a simplistic resentation and would of course, need to be care-
fully reviewed. It is offered as an alternative in an attempt to be more than just a
“critic” of federal policies. It would also be feasible to include NDSL, S , and
College Work Study Programs into the above table; however, the fact that our insti-
tution does not participate and, thus, my lack of familiarity w*k them does not
allow me the speak more directly on thos> issues. Speaking from an overall view-
point mgnrdmf the proprietary rector, I would hope that Congress would seriously
consider the following:

1. Accrediting brdies continue to be the appropriate approval authority in such

areas as:

dl. Fed>ral program eligibility; 2. satisfactory academic progress; and 3. ability of
the student to benefit.

2. The position paper previously submitted by AICS be thoroughly reviewed in-
cluding statements pertaining to:

1. General issues; 2. loans (other than multiple disbursement); 3. grants; 4. ccllege
work study; and 5. non-title IV issues.

In conclusion, a rationally developed and viable Federal Pro-ram would also serve
to motivate the educational and financial communities in § viding fludents with
assistance in assuming greater financial responsibility in an effort to raduce default.
Such efforts should inclvie counseling, financial management education, and coordi-
nation of student/institutional communication relative to repayment.

Your invitation to present the views of our institution is sincerely appreciated.
Dialogue of this nature can only serve to strengthen the joint committment of gov-
ernment, finance, and education to secure future for 81l Americans.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD HARVEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
PATRICIA STEVENS CAREER COLLEGE

. Mr. Harvey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I appreciate the opportunity to speak this morning, es-
pecially in my dual role representing a family institution which is
a member of the proprie educational field, &nd as a result an
area that is not always understood and appreciated by other sec-
tors of the higher education community.

I would like to have a change of record. My mother-in-law is the
president of our college, and my wife is vice president of the col-
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lege, and they are both my bosses. And I appreciate the promotion
in being invited as being the vice president of the college. Unfortu-
nately, all I am is executive director and corporate secretary of the
institution. I would appreciate that, and get them off my back.

I am also speaking in the dual role as the chairman of the re-
search committee for the *ssoc’ation of Independent Colleges and
Schools. And as a result, 5 minutes does not give me a great deal of
time, and therefore I would refer you to the text that I have sub-
mitted for many of the points that we have concerns with regard to
?ﬁ%‘s as a an independent instituiion and as a ropresentative of

Our particular institution is a 12-month school. We limit our en-
rollment to 200 vomen a year. Our role is to prepare young women
for alternative careers in the businsss community.

And as you face the issue of funding for education, I think that
we ail are very aware of the complexity of the issues that we are
facing in education in our country today. If the Department of
Labor statistics are accurate and indicate that the majority of jobs
that are going to open up in our society between now and the year
2000 are going to require less than a 4-ycar degree, I think that it
is important that we take a look at what 1s the role of the proprie-
tary sector which traditionally has done an outstanding job in pre-
paring men and women for careers not requiring a degree.

Our particular institution, as I said, limits its students to 200,
and we participate in only two Federal aid é)rograms, the Guaran-
teed Student Loan Program and the Pell Grant Program. We do
not participate in NDSL, SEOG, And of course, proprie schools
at this time are currently not eligible for college work stu y.

AICS is concerned and has submitted a position paper relative to
NDSL and SEOG and its position on college work study. So there-
fore, I would just like to talk about our concerns as an institution.

Fl‘f;tly percent of our students participate in GSL’s. Qur current
default rate is about one-half percent. In the summary of my text, I
think that it indicates a responsibility that I think that many of
us as institutions have to face up when counseling our students in
providing them with financial education management and the re-
sgonsibilities in repaying loans. And I think that if all sectors of
the industry would pay attention to that, it might improve the de-
fault rate.

Approximately 20 percent of our students participate in Pe!ll
grants. Our major concerns, as indicated on page 3 o} my text, is
the sifniﬁcant impact that proposed modifications would have es-
ﬁecial y in the area of the aid cap of $4,000. That is approximately

alf the cost of comindg to our institution; the 25-nercent cut ir the
special allowance paid to lenders; a 12-percent cap on interest rate
paid on new loans to lenders and mandatory multiple disbursement
on loans. I would like to point out that my ‘position is institutional-
ly different from AICS.

Obviously, the GSL Program is very important to our students.
And as I suggest in my text, we would like to see an increase in the
GSL eventuaﬁly to at least $3,500 with some type of provision for
inflationary increases thereafter.

The Pell grant is important, and we would like to see an increase
of the Pell grant to $2,500 with an inflationary clause as well.

. 25




21

We hear lots of rumors about what is happening. We hear about
things 1¢lative to consolidation. We hear rumors as to AG" raps, et
cetera. On page 4 and 5, I speak to some of that. If tl. 1S any
consolidation, I would hope that any funds that result as a result of
that would be disbursed into other programs and not put into the
U.S. Treasury.

No one has spoken yet about the Plus Program. I would think
that the Plus Program is an extremely important source of addi-
tional funding for students. And it would be our feeling both insti-
tutionally and as an association that the Plus Program be made
available not only to current students and parents, but also to the
so-called indepenaent student with the provision for that student to
have repayment delayed until after the student has actually en-
tered the work force.

It is also my suggesiion on page 5 that a compromise AGI cap of
$60,000 is far more realistic than the $30,000 or the $32,500 cur-
rently being discussed. It is more in line with the thinking of
where the middle class of our society currently exists.

If there is any rewriting of reauthorization which I understand is
a potential or possibility, I have suggested on page 5 hitchhiking on
current tax reform proposals. Obviously, the way that you save
money in almost anything that you do is with simplification. And I
would hope that you would refer to that chart for an idea starter.
It is much more complex than what I have proposed, but certainly
wonld Lopefully give individuals some ideas as to where to begin.

I am very concerned about multiple disbursements, priniarily be
cause it would be an increase in the cost of servicing to the banks
in providing those loans. Traditicnally, anytim. you have an in-
crease in the cost of servicing loans, the shert .rm student who
typically attends our institution ends up getting cut off.

And we have had that problem in the state where students have
not been able to get loans from banks. And the explanation h .8
been it is simply too costly to serve the proprietary short-term stu-
dent. And as a result, our loan pclicy is such that we will only pro-
vide louns to those students who are attending traditional 4-year
institutions.

I consider that discriminatory. I am certainly not in the position
to take legal action against those institutions, but I certainly think
that it is somethir~ that should be brought to attention.

The refund polic:.* of the institution and the Association are
such that there is not going to be any short-term or defaulting of
funds. And I think that there is a protection built into that.

But I would really urge a very close lnok at multiple disburse-
ment. In conversations with bankers who deal with our insti‘utica,
they are all totally opposed to multiple disbursement. And I v.ould
hope that the representative of the banking community would
speak accordingly.

I thank vo